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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-24 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 9, 23, and 24 are independent 
claims. In the Amendment, filed on 8/7/07, claim 24 are added. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



Claims 1, 2, 7, 8, 15, 16, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over by Richard U.S. Patent No. 6,781,61 1 in view of Krause, U.S. Patent No. 
6,160,554. 

As per claim 1, Richard teaches a method for use in a computer system, said computer 
system having a graphical operating system, for switching between a plurality of open 
application windows, comprising: 

monitoring for switching input indicative of a desire to switch from a current open 
application window to another of the plurality of open application windows (see column 1, lines 
36-59); 

upon receipt of the switching input, displaying a preview for one of the plurality of open 
application windows (fig. 5 items 504, 522, 502, 520); 
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monitoring for display input indicative of a desire to make the displayed preview the new 
current open application window (fig. 5 items 504, 522, 502, 520); and 

upon receipt of the display input, switching the display from the current open application 
window to the new current open application window (fig. 5 items 504, 522, 502, 520, 510). 

Richard fails to teach displaying an extract graphical preview of the content. 

Krause teaches displaying an extract graphical preview of the content, (see Krause 
column 3, lines 28-68) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Krause's 
teaching with method of Richard in order provide an improved representation of a file. 

As per claim 2, which is dependent on claim 1 , Richard and Krause teach the method of 
claim 1. Richard teaches the method of claim 1, further comprising displaying, along with the 
preview, a text description associated with the preview (fig. 5 items 504, 512, 508, 522, 502, 
520, 510). Bloomfield further teaches icons related to applications (fig. 5 items 504, 512, 
508,522, 502, 520, 510). Krause further teaches comprising displaying, along with the preview, 
an icon and a text description associated with the preview, (see Krause, column 3, lines 7-12 
and figure 1, item 140). 

As per claim 7, which is dependent on claim 1 , Richard and Krause teach the method of 
claim 1 (see rejection above). Richard further teaches a computer-readable medium having 
computer-executable instructions for performing the method as recited in claim 1 (see col.l, lines 
37-58). 

As per claim 8, which is dependent on claim 1, Richard and Krause teach the method of 
claim 1. (Supra) Richard further teaches a computer system having a processor, memory, 
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display, and an operating environment, the computer system operable to execute the method 
recited in claim 1 (see Richard, col. 2, lines 1-58). 

As per claim 15, which is dependent on claim 1, Richard and Krause teach the method of 
claim 1 . (Supra) Richard further teaches that upon receipt of the switching input, concurrently 
displaying description information for each of the polarity of open application windows, (see 
Richard, figure 6, items 512, 508, 514, and 516) 

As per claim 16, which is dependent on claim 1, Richard and Krause teach the method of 
claim 1 . (Supra) Richard further teaches that the switching input is independent of any open 
application, (see Richard, figure 6, item 510) 

As per claim 23, Richard teaches a method for use in a computer system, said computer 
system having a graphical operating system, for switching between a plurality of open 
application windows, comprising: 

monitoring for switching input indicative of a desire to switch from a current open 
application window to another of the plurality of open application windows (see column 1, lines 
36-59); 

upon receipt of the switching input, displaying a preview for one of the plurality of open 
application windows (fig. 5 items 504, 522, 502, 520); 

wherein the preview window is displayed adjacent a button in a task bar, the button 
corresponding with the one of the plurality of open application windows; (fig. 6, items 510, 504) 

monitoring for display input indicative of a desire to make the displayed preview the new 
current open application window (fig. 5 items 504, 522, 502, 520); and 
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upon receipt of the display input, switching the display from the current open application 
window to the new current open application window (fig. 5 items 504, 522, 502, 520, 510). 

Richard fails to teach displaying an extract graphical preview of the content. 

Krause teaches displaying an extract graphical preview of the content, (see Krause 
column 3, lines 28-68) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Krause's 
teaching with method of Richard in order provide an improved representation of a file. 



Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over by 
Richard U.S. Patent No. 6,781,61 1 in view of Krause, U.S. Patent No. 6,160,554 further in view 
of Staab, U.S. Patent No. 5,499,334. 

As per claim 3, which is dependent on claim 2, Richard and Krause teach the 
method of claim 2. Krause and Richard do not teach the method of claim 2 further 
comprising, upon receipt of the switching input, displaying a preview for each of the 
plurality of open application windows. 

Staab teaches displaying a preview for each of the plurality of open application windows 
(see Staab, figure 4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to incorporate the method of Staab with the method of Richard and Krause in order 
to provide an improved representation of a desktop space. 

As per claim 4, which is dependent on claim 3, Richard, Krause and Staab teach the 
method of claim 3. Richard does not teach the method of claim 3, further comprising displaying, 
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along with the preview for each of th e plurality of open application windows, an icon and a text 
description associated with a corresponding preview. 

Staab teaches displaying a preview for each of the plurality of open application windows 
see Staab, figure 4). Krause teaches displaying an icon along with a preview (see Krause, 
column 3, lines 7-12 and figure 1, item 140). 



Claim 5, 6, 9, 10, 12 - 14, 18, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over by Richard U.S. Patent No. 6,781,61 1 in view of Krause, U.S. Patent No. 
6,160,554 further in view of Kitami, U.S. Patent No. 5,668,962. 

As per claim 5, which is dependent on claim 1, Richard and Krause teach the method of 
claim 1 . (Supra) However, Richard and Krause do not teach the method wherein each of the 
plurality of open application windows is ranked according to an activation hierarchy, and 
wherein the displayed preview is the window immediately succeeding the current open 
application window in the activation hierarchy. Kitami teaches wherein each of the plurality of 
open application windows is ranked according to an activation hierarchy (see Kitami, column 4, 
lines 23 - 29 and lines 55 - 58; windows are activated when they are selected to be loaded into 
the identifier list, and newly loaded windows are ranked according to activation history because 
they are added at the end of the identifier list), and wherein a window switched to is the window 
immediately succeeding the current open application window in the activation hierarchy (see 
Kitami, column 2, lines 49 - 58). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to incorporate the method of Kitami with the method of Richard and Krause in order to provide a 
simplified method of selecting a desired window. 

As per claim 6, which is dependent on claim 5, Richard, Krause, and Kitami teach the 
method of claim 5. (Supra) Richard teaches displaying previews of open application windows. 

Richard and Krause do not teach the method of claim 5, further comprising: monitoring, 
after display of the preview, for additional input indicative of a desire to view a preview of the 
next open application window in the activation hierarchy; and upon receipt of the additional 
input, displaying a preview for the next open application window in the activation hierarchy. 

Kitami teaches monitoring, after displaying a window, for additional input indicative of a 
desire to view the next open application window in the activation hierarchy; and upon receipt of 
the additional input, displaying the next open application window in the activation hierarchy (see 
Kitami, column 2, lines 49 - 62). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to incorporate the method of Kitami with the method of Richard and Krause in order to provide a 
simplified method of selecting a desired window in a plurality of windows. 

As per claim 9, it is of similar scope to claim 5 and is rejected under the same rationale as 
claim 5. (Supra) 
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As per claim 10, which is dependent on claim 9, Richard, Krause, and Kitami teach the 
method of claim 9. (Supra) Richard also teaches the method of claim 1, further comprising 
displaying, along with the preview, a text description associated with the preview (fig. 5 items 
504, 512, 508,522, 502, 520, 510). Richard further teaches icons related to applications (fig. 5 
items 504, 512, 508,522, 502, 520, 510). 

Krause further teaches displaying an icon along with a preview (see Krause, column 3, 
lines 7-12 and figure 1, item 140). 

As per claim 12, it is of similar scope to claim 6 and is rejected under the same 
rationale as claim 6. (Supra) 

As per claim 13, which is dependent on claim 9, Richard, Krause, and Kitami teach the 
method of claim 9 (Supra). Richard further teaches a computer-readable medium having 
computer-executable instructions for performing the method as recited in claim 9 (fig. 5 items 
504, 512, 508,522, 502, 520, 510). 

As per claim 14, which is dependent on claim 9, Richard, Krause, and Kitami teach the 
method of claim 9. (Supra) Richard further teaches a computer system having a processor, 
memory, display, and an operating environment, the computer system operable to execute the 
method recited in claim 9 (fig. 5 items 504, 512, 508,522, 502, 520, 510) 

As per claim 18, which is dependent on claim 9, Richard, Krause, and Kitami teach the 
method of claim 1 . (Supra) Richard further teaches that upon receipt of the switching input, 
concurrently displaying description information for each of the plurality of open application 
windows, (see Richard, figure 6, items 512, 508, 514, and 516) 
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As per claim 19, which is dependent on claim 9, Richard, Krause, and Kitami teach the 
method of claim 1 . (Supra) Richard further teaches that the switching input is independent of 
any open application, (see Richard, figure 6, item 510) 

Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over by Richard et al., 
U.S. Patent No. 6,781,611 in view of Krause, U.S. Patent No. 6,160,554 in view of Kitami, U.S. 
Patent No. 5,668,962 further in view of Staab, U.S. Patent No. 5,499,334. 

As per claim 1 1 , which is dependent on claim 9, Richard, Krause and Kitami 
teach the method of claim 9. Richard, Krause, and Kitami do not teach the method of 
claim 9 further comprising, upon receipt of the switching input, displaying a preview for 
each of the plurality of open application windows. 

Staab teaches displaying a preview for each of the plurality of open application windows 
(see Staab, figure 4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to incorporate the method of Staab with the method of Richard, Krause and Kitami 
in order to provide an improved representation of a desktop space. 

Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over by Richard et al., 
U.S. Patent No. 6,781,61 1 in view of Krause, U.S. Patent No. 6,160,554 in view of Pabon, U.S. 
Patent No. 6,429,855. 

As per claim 1 7, which is dependent on claim 1, Richard and Krause teach the method of 
claim 1 . (Supra) However, they fail to teach wherein the switching input comprises a keyboard 
input. 
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Pabon teaches wherein the switching input comprises a keyboard input, (see Pabon 
column 10 lines 30-44) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to incorporate the method of Pabon with the method of Krause and Kitami in order to allow a 
variety of commands to be selected by the user. 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over by Richard et al., 
U.S. Patent No. 6,781,611 in view of Krause, U.S. Patent No. 6,160,554 further in view of 
Kitami, U.S. Patent No. 5,668,962, and further in view of Pabon, U.S. Patent No. 6,429,855. 

As per claim 20, which is dependent on claim 9, Richard, Krause, and Kitami teach the 
method of claim 9. (Supra) However, they fail to teach wherein the switching input comprises a 
keyboard input. 

Pabon teaches wherein the switching input comprises a keyboard input, (see Pabon 
column 10 lines 30-44) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to incorporate the method of Pabon with the method of Krause and Kitami in order to allow a 
variety of commands to be selected by the user. 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over by Richard U.S. 
Patent No. 6,781,61 1 in view of Krause, U.S. Patent No. 6,160,554 further in view of Swartz 
2001/0028368 

As per claim 21, Richard and Krause teaches method of claim 1, however they fail to 
teach wherein the extracted graphical preview represents a screen shot of the content currently 
within the one of plurality of application windows. 
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Swartz teaches wherein the extracted graphical preview represents a screen shot of the 
content currently within the one of plurality of application windows, (paragraph 0029) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Swartz 
with method of Richard and Krause in order to allow users to preview application window at real 
time. 

Claim 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over by Richard U.S. 
Patent No. 6,781,61 1 in view of Krause, U.S. Patent No. 6,160,554 further in view of Kitami, 
U.S. Patent No. 5,668,962 further in view of Swartz 2001/0028368 

As per claim 22, Richard, Krause, and Kitami teaches method of claim 9, however they 
fail to teach wherein the extracted graphical preview represents a screen shot of the content 
currently within the one of plurality of application windows. 

Swartz teaches wherein the extracted graphical preview represents a screen shot of the 
content currently within the one of plurality of application windows, (paragraph 0029) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Swartz 
with method of Richard, Krause and Kitami in order to allow users to preview application 
window at real time. 

Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over by Richard U.S. 
Patent No. 6,781,61 1 in view of Krause, U.S. Patent No. 6,160,554 further in view of Swartz 
2001/0028368 
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As per claim 24, Richard teaches a method for use in a computer system, said computer 
system having a graphical operating system, for switching between a plurality of open 
application windows, comprising: 

monitoring for switching input indicative of a desire to switch from a current open 
application window to another of the plurality of open application windows (see column 1 , lines 
36-59); 

upon receipt of the switching input, displaying a preview for one of the plurality of open 
application windows (fig. 5 items 504, 522, 502, 520); 

wherein the preview window is displayed adjacent a button in a task bar, the button 
corresponding with the one of the plurality of open application windows; (fig. 6, items 510, 504) 

monitoring for display input indicative of a desire to make the displayed preview the new 
current open application window (fig. 5 items 504, 522, 502, 520); and 

upon receipt of the display input, switching the display from the current open application 
window to the new current open application window (fig. 5 items 504, 522, 502, 520, 510). 

Richard fails to teach displaying an extract graphical preview of the content. 

Krause teaches displaying an extract graphical preview of the content, (see Krause 
column 3, lines 28-68) 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Krause' s 
teaching with method of Richard in order provide an improved representation of a file. 

However, they fail to teach a live running view. 

Swartz teaches a live running view. (Swartz paragraph 0043) 



• Application/Control Number: 1 0/027,854 Page 1 3 

Art Unit: 2174 

It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to include Swartz's 
teaching with method of Richard and Krause in order to provide users with the most updated 
view. 



Response to Argument 
Applicant's arguments filed on 8/7/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's arguments focused on the following: 

1) There is no motivation to combine Richard and Krause. 

2) There is no reasonable expectation of success for the combination of Richard and 

Krause. 

3) Richard and Krause fail to teach "displaying an extracted graphical preview of the 
content for one of the plurality of open application windows." 

Examiner disagrees. 

1) In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or 
modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 
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5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). 

In this case, Krause provided a motivation to display a graphical preview of Richard's 
un-displayed open application window, and that is to fill the "need for a fast, convenient, and 
reliable technique for determining the contents or intended used of the application window 
"with out depending upon the name of the window. (Krause, column 1, lines 42-50) Richard 
allows users to preview the open application windows with their names, (Richard, column 3, 
lines 35-45); and that is precisely what Krause is trying to correct. (Krause, column 1 , lines 42- 
50) 

Furthermore, the combination of Krause and Richard does not teach away from Krause's 
teaching, (see Richard column 1, lines 36-59) Krause is trying to solve two problems: 1) 
determining the contents of a file without depending upon the name of file and 2) determining 
the contents of a file without launching an application capable of reading the file. (Krause, 
column 1, lines 42-50) Because Richard clearly has the first deficiency, identifying the open 
application windows with their names, the combination does not teach away from Krause's 
teachings. Although Richard also discloses the second problem, it does not stop Krause from 
solving the first problem because the two problems are unrelated. (Krause, column 1, lines 42- 
50) 

2) There is a reasonable expectation of success because Richard's preview panel (figure 
5, item 510) would simply be replaced by Krause graphical preview window (figure 1, item 145). 
Furthermore, Krause does not teach away from Richard because in both reference the inventors 
are trying to provide additional information for the end users. Even if one reference is designed 
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for opened application and the other is designed for unopened file, the open status of the 
application file is not relevant because in both patents the files are hidden in the interface. And 
both patents are providing their own solution to this problem. Therefore, there is a reasonable 
expectation of success to replace one solution with another. 

3) Richard teaches this limitation because the preview files are included in an open 
application, (figure 5, items, 504 and 502) 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Peng Ke whose telephone number is (571) 272-4062. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-Th and Alternate Fridays 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine L. Kincaid can be reached on (571) 272-4063. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Peng Ke 



/Steven P. Sax/ 
Steven P. Sax 



